regularity with which Australian politicians have called for a 'redefinition' and 'reinvigoration' of India-Australia ties. Moreover, the end of the Cold War and India's turn to market-led economic growth strategies since the 1990s has created the context for greater economic and political convergence. Despite this however, two-way trade has been falling and India and Australia continue to take divergent views on major issues in international politics such as for instance, the Transpacific Partnership, the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), Iran's nuclear program and Russian actions in Ukraine.
We argue in this paper that contrary to the discourse of a 'natural partnership', Australian and Indian foreign policy interests have diverged because their liberal identities diverge in significant ways. These liberal identities were initially formed through differing experiences of the colonial encounter which has given rise to different liberal agendas with distinct traditions, interests and values. We argue here, that this has led to Australia's acceptance and defence of a hierarchical order led by 'the west' and India's consistent attempts to challenge this order. To illustrate this argument we adopt a postcolonial critical constructivist framework of analysis, which we lay out in the first part of this paper. Following this, we examine the historical construction of liberal identities in India and Australia, considering Australia's racialized liberalism and India's postcolonial liberalism. In the second half of the paper, we take up two case studies on nuclear non-proliferation and Russia's actions in Ukraine in 2014 to investigate the ways in which the divergence in their foreign policy interests reflects their divergent liberal identities.
Analysing India-Australia Relations: A Postcolonial Critical

Constructivist Approach
The puzzle presented by a simultaneously natural and neglected relationship leads us to examine India-Australia relations through a postcolonial critical constructivist approach. This approach emphasizes the historical construction of India and Australia's liberal identities and their impact on foreign policy and perceptions of security. Constructivist approaches have become an influential in International Relations (IR) because they offer a way to take into account the role of ideas, culture and identity in the analysis of state behaviour. The particular approach adopted here draws on the basic constructivist insight that foreign policy interests are socially constructed rather than pre-given by material capabilities and a concern with state survival . Constructivist scholars, however, differ in their understanding of how foreign policy interests are constructed. 'Conventional' constructivist scholars, like Wendt, argue that states' identities and therefore their foreign policy interests are created through their interaction with other states in the modern state system . In this account, states have a foundational 'corporate' identity consisting of basic behaviours such as power-seeking and egoism that are shaped by the international system (Wendt, 1999: 195-8) . This is the product of Wendt's focus on creating a systemic theory of international politics. Hence he argues that a 'theory of the states system need no more explain the existence of states than one of society need explain that of people' (Wendt, 1994: 385) . For Wendt (Wendt, 1999: 318-43) states interact with each other in particular 'cultures of anarchy' -classed as Hobbesian (based on enmity), Lockean (based on rivalry) and Kantian (based on friendship) -which determine the nature of their relations. This abstract approach does not take us very far in explaining the strength or weakness of particular types of relationships between states (eg. weak friendship, strong rivalry, indifference) and nor does it provide a sufficient explanation as to why states imbibe particular cultures of anarchy in relation to one another in the first place.
'Critical' constructivism on the other hand, is an agent-centred approach which argues that foreign policy makers are not blank canvases prior to interstate interaction but, rather, usually have a well-developed understanding of the world and their state's place in it which is shaped by domestic and international political, historical and cultural contexts (Weldes, 1999: 9) .
A postcolonial critical constructivist approach is one that couples a 'constructivist method', with 'Postcolonialism's interpretation of world politics' (Ling, 2002: 61) . By recognising modernity as 'congenitally' (Shilliam, 2013 (Shilliam, : 1133 colonial in its constitution, a postcolonial interpretation of world politics brings to the fore the colonial and imperial contexts in which the modern state system was formed and which continue to shape inter-state relations through a hierarchical ordering of states and societies premised on the basis of 'Western distinctiveness' 'which takes Western agency and ideas as the only serious site of politics' (Sabaratnam, 2013: 270) . Hence, a postcolonial approach recognises the modern international order as consisting of hierarchical, rather than anarchical, systems of sovereign states.
There is now a burgeoning literature which recognises that hierarchy and not just anarchy is an enduring characteristic of the international system (eg. Donnelly, 2006 , Goh, 2008 , Hobson and Sharman, 2005 . In hierarchical systems, unlike anarchical systems, dominant states acquire the ability to command while subordinate states accept a duty to obey through the exercise of legitimate authority (Lake, 2013: 74, Hobson and Sharman, 2005: 69-70) . Much of the literature on hierarchy in the contemporary international order is focussed on how hierarchical sub-systems are built and maintained through the construction of legitimate authority through contracts and bargains based on rational utility maximisation (eg. Lake, 2013 ) and logics of appropriateness based on identities and cultural or normative deference (eg. Sharman, 2012) . Less often explored is how and why states resist being incorporated into hierarchical orders. Moreover, the key assumption in much of this literature is that of 'hierarchy in anarchy' (Donnelly, 2006 ). Yet as Hinnebusch (2011: 213) has argued, seen from the global South, rather than there being elements of hierarchy within anarchy, it is 'more accurate to say that there are elements of anarchy (at the regional level) within a global hierarchy'. Hinnebusch's (2011: 215-6 ) conceptualisation of global hierarchy however is a structuralist, core-periphery model based on a hierarchical economic division of labour which is legitimised by concessions and bargains in client-patron style relations. Taking the Middle East as his case study, Hinnebusch (2011: 229-33) conceptualises resistance within this global hierarchy as attempts to build regional autonomy through the articulation of a regional identity and endogenous economic development, but argues that the success of such resistance is usually fleeting because of material structural constraints.
The postcolonial critical constructivist approach taken here understands this global hierarchy to be both material and ideational because it is based on a global economic hierarchy as well as a global cultural hierarchy, both of which are underpinned by the notion of Western distinctiveness. Whereas Australia, through its alliance relationship with the United States, has acquiesced in the creation of a regional hierarchical sub-system which maintained an Americanled liberal international order, India has challenged this order in various ways, with some success, in both the Cold War and post-Cold War periods and continues to do so (contrary to Goh, 2008: 360) . The different approaches taken by Australia and India to the liberal international order reflect their differing experiences with imperialism. As we shall see in the remainder of this paper, these historical processes shape the approach taken by states to their foreign policies, and, indeed, to one another. A postcolonial interpretation allows us to view the historical construction of liberal identities in India and Australia under colonial-modern rule in both the past and the present.
Constructing Liberal Identities in India and Australia
India, Liberalism and Empire
Liberal theory, as Pitts (2006: 5) has argued, 'has been constituted by its engagement with politics' and the consolidation of empire has been key to this process. The colonial encounter brought not just political and economic subjugation to India but a new liberal language of equality and rights that challenged many existing socio-cultural practices and ideas. An oftrepeated claim is that Indian leaders like Nehru and Gandhi were liberals who turned the liberal values of the British against themselves in their fight against colonial rule. Tony Abbott (2014b) drew on this claim in his speech to the Australian parliament during the visit by Narendra Modi:
'Australians admired the way India won independence -not by rejecting the values learned from Britain, but by appealing to them…'. However, as Mehta (1999: 10) notes, this is a partial and misleading reading that overlooks the significant reconstitution that liberal theory, both in India and globally, underwent as a result of the encounter with the politics of anticolonialism (Bayly, 2012: 4) . Rather than simply rejecting liberalism or accepting it unquestioningly, Indian political leaders engaged 'with the specific nature of Indian society, its immediate political history and predicament, its cultural past and inheritance' in order to layer familiar concepts with 'new meanings and signification' (Mahajan, 2013: 7-8) . They did so by reflecting on and critiquing colonial rule and the liberal ideas that accompanied it, using resources from indigenous and Western traditions, and memories and representations of the past, and in order to reconstruct liberal discourse in an 'intellectual assault' against the 'policies, moral character and culture of their rulers' (Bayly, 2012: 3) . In the Constituent Assembly debates of 1946-50 for instance, the appropriateness of democracy for India was justified in part with references to traditions of democratic assemblies in ancient India (Jaffrelot, 2010: 208-9 ). Nehru's (1974: 42) engagement with liberal ideas drew on what he called, a 'strange medley' of 'Buddha, Marx, Gandhi' and the conceptions of freedom, equality and diversity that he and other Indian leaders developed were centred around the community rather than the individual and the market, which gave rise to distinctive domestic governance practices in independent India (Chacko, 2011) (Mahajan, 2013: 128 Gandhi's objection here is not to the idea of individual freedom or to the inadequate application of the principle of individual freedom but to a conception of individual freedom that does not see the individual as a part of a larger totality, an interpretation which has resulted in both inequality and imperialism.
1 As Hobson and Sharman (Hobson and Sharman, 2005: 88) have argued, the imperial hierarchy of the 18 th and 19 th centuries was based on the ideology of liberal imperialism and the idea 'that Western states were progressive and economically successful because they were liberal, while Eastern states were imagined as but tyrannical regimes that stifled economic progress'. Within this imperial hierarchy, India was positioned as a stagnant, backward civilisation which required paternalistic guidance (Eg. Mill, 1975) . In rejecting British renderings of India's past as irretrievably backward, pointing to the failures of the British colonial regime in providing material betterment for India, and to the connections between liberalism, imperialism, facism and war, Indian leaders challenged the intellectual basis of imperial hierarchy. Moreover, they recognised that the end of formal colonialism and the delegitimisation of imperialism did not mean an end to imperial hierarchy but rather gave rise to 'informal hierarchies' in great power alliance systems and international institutions, whereby formal and universal state sovereignty coexists with practices that continue to perpetuate hierarchies premised on Western distinctiveness (Hobson and Sharman, 2005: 93 countries, taking advantage of the Cold War competition between the US and the Soviet Union to do so (Kirk, 2011: 11) . At the United Nations, India was heavily involved in the establishment of the Human Rights Commission (HRC) and used the first session of the UN to raise the issue of South Africa's Asiatic Land Tenure and Indian Representation Act, a precursor to apartheid (Bhagavan, 2008) . Nehru saw the HRC as a first step toward establishing the UN as 'a world republic in which all States, independent States are represented and to which they may be answerable on occasions' (Nehru, 1984: 216-7) . India also helped to establish the United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) and the Group of 77 at UNCTAD's first session in 1964 and Indian diplomats were active in the drafting documents calling for a New
International Economic Order (NIEO) in 1974.
As we will show in the next section through case studies on India's continued resistance to the non-proliferation regime and its approach to Russia, India's liberal identity continues to be inflected through its anti-colonial/postcolonial politics and its foreign policy remains focussed on contesting the informal hierarchies that persist in the ordering of international politics.
Australia, Liberalism and Empire
As with India, Australia's liberal identity developed in the context of the British empire.
It did so, however, in a markedly different manner as Australian society developed through settler-colonial discourses, whereas India's liberalism took shape through its anti-colonial discourses. This vision of Britain settling an empty, uninhabited continent is still a facet of contemporary political discourse (Abbott, 2014c ). Australia's fears of Asian settlement were visible throughout the 19 th century, with the use of non-white, including Indian, labour only allowed when strict regulations were placed on forcing these 'coolies' to return to their port of origin (Davis, 2013) . Srdjan Vucetic (2013: 119) has shown how in the 1880s Anglo-American liberals consistently argued that Anglo-Saxon supremacy was necessary for the future of world affairs and for 'the progress of mankind'. This was very much a liberal imperialist vision, which
Australia was a part of. Indeed, until the 1940s Australia did not even see itself as a sovereign state, rather as part of a vast imperial system (MacDonald and O'Connor 2013: 185) and occasionally even a 'Greater Britain' (Bell, 2007) . This liberal narrative of progress, though, was tied up in colonial visions of the 'White Man's Burden' and the period of liberal empire, in which it was thought the US and the UK had to lead the rest of the world (by force if necessary)
to liberalism and democracy.
This narrative played out in particular ways in Australia. In the context of World War
One, in rebutting arguments that Australia was detached from conflict, Prime Minister Billy Hughes (in Burke, 2003: 51) wondered if 'those who think Australia remote from the world which hatches dangers and wars ever looked at the map.' Australia's isolation from Europe during this period may have been a cause for celebration and security. Hughes (in Burke, 2003, 51) , however, was concerned that Australia was 'but a tiny drop in a colour ocean.' This fear of Australia's Asian geography and this racialized vision of liberalism can be seen clearly through White Australia policy. The first bill to pass the newly sovereign parliament was Immigration
Restriction Act. Australia's defence of this policy was often framed as a mere economic imperative: not wishing to take too many poor immigrants so as to protect of Australia's budding egalitarian society. Menzies (1949) argued in his victorious electoral campaign in 1949:
The strength and history of our race have been founded upon this vital principle. We will continue to maintain Australia's settled immigration policy, known as 'The White Australia Policy'; well justified as it is on grounds of national homogeneity and economic standards.
This vision of a prosperous, economically vibrant society was tethered to racialized understandings of who could economically succeed. The economic defence of the White Australia policy was obviously racial however, as wealthy people from Asia could not emigrate, but comparatively poor Europeans were allowed to.
This racialized liberalism was offensive to India. In 1949, Nehru was asked if he saw a place for a 'White Australia in Asia?' to which he responded he could understand the desire for slow development of Australia's population, but not on racial grounds. This was grossly misinterpreted as support by Herbert 'Doc' Evatt, and so Nehru (1949) clarified 'I stated that I could understand an emigration policy based on economic considerations with a view to maintain certain standards and ways of living, but that I thought a racial policy was wrong and to be deprecated.' Nehru was relatively quiet on this topic, but his resistance was summed up well by Nehru (1954: 315) at Bandung, in which he argued:
The problem of racialism and racial separation may become more dangerous than any other problem that the world has to face… They hurt us. Simply because we cannot do anything effective, and we do not want to cheapen ourselves by mere shouting, we remain quiet. But the thing has gone deep down into our minds and hearts. We feel it strongly.
Even though India was more focused on the very serious issues of racial discrimination in South Africa, the policy led India to look upon Australia as a colonial backwater.
Australia maintained the White Australia policy until the 1970s. With the dismantling of this policy, though the identity debate on Australia's position between 'Asia' and 'Europe'
continued It now plays out in debate on Australia's role in the world, and is seen particularly in a discourse of Australia choosing between its 'history' and its 'geography' (Howard, 2006 ).
Australia's so-called 'familial' connection to the US and the UK was Australia's region strengthened the intensity with which Australia's Asian geography was perceived as threatening.
By so rigorously defending Australia's 'integrity', a sense of order was maintained. For a counterpoint, we can point to another Anglo-American settler-colonial society, Canada, which was prepared to unwind such immigration policies far earlier, at least partly geographical distance removed the intensity of the threats (Atchison, 2009: 4-32) .
The formation of a racialized liberalism has long been central to Australia's development, and has played out in Australia's selection of 'great and powerful friends' throughout its history.
It is telling in this sense that the one major change in Australian foreign policy was from one Anglo-American power (the UK) to another (the US). This historical preference for the AngloAmerican powers might have been diluted slightly by the identity project of Paul Keating (1996) , claiming Australia as 'part of Asia'. This narrative of Australian identity placed it at the crossroads of two broader civilizations, with the ability to 'bridge' the two of them. Even within this discourse, however, Australia had to be 'secure it [its] identity', an implication that the opportunities presented to Australia as part of Asia were tempered by a sense that the 'rise' of Asian powers was threating (Brookes, 2012 ).
Australia's racialized liberalism continued to play out in its domestic politics. The bicentenary of Australia's 'settlement' in 1988 was met widespread celebration, in which
Australia's population celebrated its own inclusivity. As Vucetic (2013) points out, however, this celebration was met with protests by the Australian aboriginal community as its minority groups protested at the crippling and obvious inequities in Australia society. Australia (as with the US and the UK) is now frequently defined themselves as 'post-racial' or as a colour blind society.
John Howard in particularly sought to further align Australia with its Anglo-American partners (Gulmanelli, 2014) . Ongoing fears of multiculturalism, though, have been consistently voiced by the Australia's conservatives (see Johnson, 2007) , arguing that this model has failed, and that, as Tony Abbott has put it, minorities (particularly Islamic Australians) need to join 'Team Australia' (The Australian, 2014). Australia's foreign policy has treated the rise of Asia as both allowing economic opportunities (through greater liberalisation of trade policies) but with considerable sense of geopolitical threat. Australia has transactional relationships with Asia (Thakur, 2013b) , but regards itself as having familial connections with the US and the UK. In this sense, Australia's liberalism is still shaped by its racialized construction, despite its contemporary anti-racism. In terms of foreign policy, this identity leads Australia too seek security in the form of the US hegemony over world order, particularly over Australia's AsiaPacific/Indo-Pacific region. India resisted preventing Putin's attendance at the G20. Indeed, India's reaction to Russia's annexation of Crimea surprised some Western commentators (Stravers and Harris, 2014) . India was one of 58 countries to abstain on the UN resolution condemning the Crimea annexation and referendum and it has refused to be party to sanctions against Russia. Rather, a closer examination of Indian statements suggest that it views Russia as key to its broader, long-term goal of challenging global hierarchy through the creation of what its officials have termed, a 'polycentric' world order (Menon, 2012 , Mukherjee, 2007 . The IndiaRussia joint statement released during Vladimir Putin's visit to India in December 2014, committed both countries to building such an order:
Divergent Liberal Agendas and Foreign Policy
Russia and the Annexation of Crimea
Commenting on the events in Crimea in
Reaffirming their commitment to upholding the principles of international law and promoting the central role of the UN in international relations, India and Russia will work together to promote a polycentric and democratic world order based on shared interests of all countries. The two countries will work for democratization of global political, economic, financial and social institutions so that these institutions better represent the aspirations and interests of all segments of the international community (Government of India and Government of Russia, 2014) .
In Russia's affirmation of Indian conceptions of regional and international order is reminiscent of its approach to India in the Cold War. During the Cold War, as Muppidi (1999: 136-7) has argued, the Soviet Union built a shared anticolonial identity with India by acknowledging lingering informal international hierarchies in the international system and supporting India's attempts to challenge them without seeking changes in Indian domestic and international policies to bring them in line with those of the Soviet Union. Countries like Australia and the United
States, however, regarded India's anti-colonialism as misguided and a distraction from the key issue of the communist threat to a liberal international order and they actively sought policy changes to force India's conformity to their economic and political policy precepts (Muppidi, 1999: 141) . 3 This was the product of the racialized liberal universalism that underpinned the state identities of Australia and the United States.
In contrast to Indian officials, Australian officials have treated Russia's actions in Crimea as part of a broader belligerent strategy that once again challenges a US-led liberal international order that Australia remains committed to. In stark contrast to recent Indian statements on Russia, Australia has sought to isolate Russia, presenting it as a threat to regional security and tried to shore up the West-centred liberal order by strengthening existing regional security arrangements based on the US alliance. According to Australia's ambassador to the UN, Gary
Quinlan, for instance,
In pursuing its current course of action Russia has chosen a path towards isolation. In doing so it undermines its own standing, credibility and relations with other states and increasingly poses a threat to security and stability in the region. Inevitably, there are consequences for its unlawful actions (Kukolja, 2014) .
While Australia's attempt to bar Putin from the G20 meet failed, a trilateral was held on the sidelines of the meet, after which the liberal troika of Australia, the United States and Japan issued a statement criticising 'Russia's purported annexation of Crimea and its actions to destabilize eastern Ukraine' and announcing expanded military cooperation (Spetalnick and Siegel, 2014) .
Contrary to Indian visions for regional security architecture, Australia's conceptions of the IndoPacific do not include a role for Russia but instead rest on the traditional pillars of Australian foreign policy, enmeshment with Asia alongside the US alliance. The key countries in Australia's Indo-Pacific vision are India, Japan, the United States and a China that is to be engaged and integrated into the existing liberal order. As Australia's Prime Minister Tony Abbott (2014) put it in a speech during a visit to India:
…the shift of economic weight to the Indo-Pacific region is accompanied by strategic change. Here too, on strategic and security matters, Australian and Indian interests are converging as never before. Namely, to protect and promote the stability and prosperity of the Indo-Pacific. I pay tribute to India's leadership in this in the Indian Ocean, and to India's strengthening 'Look East' policy as evident in Prime Minister Modi's successful visit to Japan. In this endeavour we are not alone. Australia and India have shared interests in continued US engagement in the region, just as we both do in a China that makes a positive contribution to stability and prosperity in the Indo-Pacific.
As we argue in the next section, distinctive foreign policy interests emerging from India and Australia's divergent liberal identities can also be discerned in issues of nuclear nonproliferation.
Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Uranium Sales
The trade in nuclear materials and global regimes regulating nuclear proliferation (the NPT and CTBT) has been a long-standing difficulty in India-Australia relations. One element of this long-standing difference of opinion has recently been overcome, with Australia agreeing to sell uranium to India. In Australia, this move been interpreted primarily as an important stepforward for the relationship and the removal of an impediment to closer relations. Indeed, this language appears in the joint statement, which announced the civil nuclear agreement, which noted the deal as 'a concrete symbol of the bilateral partnership' (Abbott and Modi, 2014) . This has been the case in India as well, and, indeed, this decision marked a significant change in the relationship. In India, however, this deal was also perceived as part of India's effort to disrupt the global nuclear hierarchy. This comes into clearer focus once we consider India's long-term resistance to global nuclear regimes and Australia acquiescence to US-led nuclear hegemony.
For much of its history, postcolonial India has denounced the global nuclear order as 'nuclear apartheid'. As Biswas (2001) has argued, this label clearly defines the nuclear order as discriminatory and colonial. Australia, however, has sought to champion such an order while hoping, albeit with some anxieties, to position themselves under the US 'nuclear umbrella' through the rhetoric of 'extended deterrence' (Cohen and O'Neil, 2014 and Cohen, 2014: 113) . Muppidi (2005: 286) has argued that India's 1998 decision to test nuclear weapons as an 'apt manifestation of a postcolonial state's deep ambivalence towards a colonial order of governance'. India had hoped for an equal world order in which no state had exclusive rights to nuclear weapons. The regimes formed by CTBT and the NPT, however, legitimated the permanent five members of the UNSC to allow for a nuclear order informed by a clear, and in this case formalized, hierarchy. The US, UK, France, Russia and China had special rights to hold nuclear weapons while instituting treaties which prevented further proliferation from other states.
The rhetoric of nuclear apartheid dissipated following Vajpayee government's decision to test a weaponized nuclear device in 1998. Jaswant Singh (1998) declared that India's nuclear explosion had ended the discriminatory order. In response to this test, the Australian Government (1998) argued that:
The Government considers that India's actions could have the most damaging consequences for security in South Asia and globally… India must immediately sign the CTBT, join the international nuclear non-proliferation regime and forswear forever the use of nuclear weapons.
Australia's response has been thought of as far harsher than its western contemporaries (Kaul, 2000: 365) . Australia suspended all non-humanitarian aid to India and all ministerial, ended all defence collaboration with India and removed, perhaps forcibly, all Indian defence personnel in
Australian colleges (Kremmer, 1998) .
Following this nuclear test, though, the perseverance of a nuclear hierarchy can be seen most clearly in the NPT and the regulation of nuclear materials. India is still maligned within global regimes guiding uranium trade and concepts of 'legitimate' nuclear powers. By seeking deals with Australia and the US on nuclear trade, India has sought to mitigate its marginalization within the global nuclear hierarchy as well as reshape relations with Australia and the US. For example, when defending his deal with the US, Manmohan Singh (2007) stressed India's continued independence in the Lok Sabha that:
Our right to use… our independent and indigenously developed nuclear facilities has been fully preserved… India is too large and too important a country to have the independence of its foreign policy taken away by any power… There is independence in our thought and independence in our actions.
Where Singh emphasized India's independence to his domestic audience, Modi has been relatively silent on the NPT since taking power, there has been no hint of a shift in India's position. On one occasion, when pressed on the issue in Japan, however, Modi (2014b) argued that India's 'commitment to non-violence is total', and that the 'DNA of Indian society and this is above any international treaty'. Here, Modi evoked a Gandhian narrative of Indian society in which India is so committed to non-violence it is able to transcend the concept of the NPT.
A more concrete example came in October 2014 following a UN vote on the NPT, after which the Indian government provided an oft-repeated reasoning or India's (2014) continued refusal to sign the NPT:
India's position on the NPT is well-known. There is no question of India joining the NPT as a nonnuclear weapon state. Nuclear weapons are an integral part of India's national security and will remain so, pending non-discriminatory and global nuclear disarmament.
Almost identical language was used under Manmohan Singh (Government of India, 2009 We cannot sign the NPT… having been a strong supporter of the non-discriminatory regime. We will be bound by International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards in respect of facilities in which these equipment, material or fuel will be used if they are coming through the international cooperation but not beyond that.
On this matter, and on the wording of India's justification, there has been quite literally no movement. As with the US deal, the India-Australia nuclear deal has been interpreted as both an improvement in bilateral relations and a continuation resistance to the hierarchical/colonial nature of the international system. Despite these nuclear deals, though, India maintains its treatment of the NPT as discriminatory. It is here that a further motivation for India's US and Australia nuclear deals becomes clear: creating a more equal playing field and levelling the global nuclear hierarchy.
For India, a postcolonial liberal world order demands dismantling the nuclear hierarchy.
As Modi (2014a) argued in his address to the Australian parliament, the world needs to create a 'currency of co-existence and cooperation; in which all nations, small and big, abide by international law and norms'. For Australia, only nuclear weapons states at the top of this hierarchy that embody western exceptionalism are forces for global stability. As the Australian defence department (2013) has argued, short of a world free of nuclear weapons, 'Australia's security benefits from extended nuclear deterrence under the US alliance.' Australia submitted to the US Nuclear Posture Review process in 2009 that 'in assuring very close allies, like Australia, that they do not need to develop their own nuclear weapons' (O'Neil, 2013: 113 ) Australia has applied similar safeguards to both the US and the UK as it does to India, yet it has consistently seen these states' nuclear weapons as a force for its own security. Australia has viewed a hierarchical global nuclear with its chosen western-liberal partners in control as a means for security, and sought to be protected by it without having to enter into it. India, however, has viewed this order as discriminatory, colonial, illiberal and consistently sought to undermine and dismantle it.
Conclusion: Colonial histories and India-Australia relations
In 2014, Narendra Modi became the first Indian Prime Minister since Rajiv Gandhi to come to Australia. He became the first Indian Prime Minister to address both houses of the Australian parliament. Both evoked colonial histories in their addresses as they sought to create a deeper relationship. When introducing Modi, Abbott (2014a) pointed to a number of commonalities between India and Australia, including language, Westminster democracy, an ocean and a national day, but he noted that 'above all' Australia and India 'share a history'. Modi The broader Australian colonies' response to the Indian Rebellion was, of course, to assist the British in putting down the 'mutiny' (Davis, 2011: 72-100 ). This example is illustrative: even as ties between the two states escalate, when they talk of shared values, liberalism, democracy and colonial histories, they frequently arrive at different endpoints, revealing the ideational ambivalences within the relationship.
Modi (2014a) went on in this speech to note that while India and Australia should both play a role in ensuring peace and security in the Asia-Pacific and Indian Ocean region, 'we do not have to rely on borrowed architecture of the past. Nor do we have the luxury to choose who we work with and who we don't'. As we have shown in this paper, India remains resistant to the NPT, a regime it has long regarded as enshrining otherwise informal hierarchies in international politics, and it has used the establishment of new or expanded regional institutions that involve countries like Russia and China, like the New Development Bank, the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation, the Asian Infrastructure Investment Fund. This has been done in order to bring about a polycentric world order with multiple states forming multiple centres of power.
Australia, however, has consistently sought protect the US (and earlier UK) led liberal global order. Since the end of the Cold War, Australia has sought to accommodate India and China within this hegemonic world order so as to prevent its ultimate demise. India, on the other hand, has consistently opposed this structure, seeking a polycentric order by seeking to form selective coalitions that benefit its domestic economic goals while undermining existing hierarchies.
Contemporary claims to a shared identity and shared interests are at best murky: India has consistently aimed for a diffuse, polycentric world order with China and India the key players in Asia rather than an external hegemon. This vision of world order has always caused Australia considerable anxiety.
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